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Description of the Elementary Reading Program 
District Summary Report 



Introduction 

This report is in response to the request from the Boeurd of Direc- 
tors at their October 6, 1975, meeting: 

That each building file a detailed plan of the reading 
program with the appropriate Regional Director, This 
plan jrtould include statements of (a) the building ef- 
forts in the teaching of reading (including materials , ^ 
articulation r organization, personnel, and utilizatioh 
c other resburces) , (b) uhmet needi^^ and (c) ways of 
resolving the unmet needs. 

This request was implemented by the Research Design Specialist and 
three of the four Cur^j,culum Specialists jointly, developing a data collec- 
tion fprrn for use across the district* The restiltant form was approved 
by the Superintendent's Staff at their regulauf meeting on November 5, 1975. 
Copi'es of the form with cover letter f rom^ the Superintendent were provided 
to each Regional Director tfor distribution in their respective regions. 
Each pri^ipal was asked to provide the information to their Director by ^ 
January IS, 1976. After the 'building level reports were returned to the 
Directors, this office prepared photo copies of the reports for the pur- 
p6se of summarization. , Procedures i^ed in preparing this summary are 
given, in detail in the procedures section. After the summary had been 
prepared it vras given to the Regional Directors for final review. This ^ 
^report utilized the results of the Directors' review. 



Procedures us6cJ in compiling data: 

Ma terials ; Materials listed by all schools . werc^ compiled into a master list. 
The frequency of use of each item mentioned was then recorded. Any material; 
^mentioned more than three times within a given region was reported on the 
sununary list. The summary list is iff rank^^rder, from the most ^frequently 
reported to the least frequently reported, \ \ . 

Organization : Data from the schools was groupe<i into three categories: 
a) organiz'at ional plan, ma jor criteria for placing in groups, and c) diag- 
nostic techniques used. The organizatiohal plans listed by all the schools 
were compiled into a master list. The frequency of us^ of each organizational 
plan was then recorded per region. Any organizational jlilan which was mentioned 
more than three times within a region appears on jt^he teummary 1 ist . The 
summary list is .in rank order from the most frequently, reported to the least 
frequently reported. 

This same pro6edure was used to compile the data fcAc the major criteria for 

if ' > • 

placing children in groups, and was the data for tRe diagnostic techniques 

used. The same criteria were applied and the same method of reporting used. 

Articulation : Since it appears that this questigh was understood differently 
by the responding schools, these data were not ' daramarized . A statement to 
%his effect was included in the summary report./ 

Time ; Data from the schools are grouped into two categories r a) time spent 
in direct instruction, and b) time spent in indirect instruction . The times 
as. reported by the schools were recorded witljin intervals of on^' (0-1, 1 1/2-2, 
2 1/2-3, etc). Since schools frequently reported different time spent for 
different grade levels, this information watf recorded by grade, levels and then 
totaled, by r;egion, into a frequency distribution. The means, medians, and 
modes of the frequency distributions were Jteported in the summary report. 

Personnel ; The responses from the school^ were on a matrix which portrayed 
eight positions (classroom teacher , etc -Jf and four areas of responsibility. 
The areas of responsibility were: a) overall coo^ination, b) developmental, 
c) remedial, and d) enrichment. The friequency reported was recorded within 
the matrix for feach regi^on. In the supimary report, a region was listed , if 
three or more schools had listed persons taking responsibility in the are^^^^^ 

Volunteers ; Data from the schools aye grouped into three categories: a) in- 
building students, b) parent voluntefers, and c) other volunteers. The number 
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of vij I Uiil.ri' r .s .11; ii'portt'd by thr r.chDolr, Wtis rccordud in int«»rv\ils of five 

This iiifcJrmaL ion was tlu'n t <jtaL«/il and rfTulrrocl into a porcmitaqe .of schoolr, 
wiLhin the region whic h ^reported volunteers within that {:)articular intcrVcil. 
This information is re{)orted in the summary report. 

Eva lua tion : Data from the schools were reported by whether or not the school 
utilized tht^ following evaluation methods: a) scope and sequence tests, 
b) basal mastery tests, c) standardized norm-referenced tests, d) teacher 
judgment, 3) principal judgment, or f) othejif techniques. The \schools were 
asked to list cr^iteria used when use of teacher or principal judgment wa^ 
reported.^ The frequency of response was recorded per region. This was then 
rendered into a percentage .of schools reporting use of each method per region. 
These data'^ippear in the summary report. The criteria used in teacher and 
principal judgment were listed and the frequency of mention of each criteria 
was then reported. On the summary report any criterion which was mentioned 
more than four times was included. 

Needs:' The expressed needs, data sources cited to support- needs, and suggestions 
for resolution were listed in table format for each region with responses en- 
tered exactly as received. These data wdre then summarized into three major 
trends on the basis that each region reflected them and they were the most 
frequently mentioned needs. 
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SUMMARY OK TMK KLKMKNTARY READING PRcX;RAM 



Oi.u>f;t i oti 1 : Ma t t^r la 1 1; 

Pl(MSo list: the MAJOR material used 

a. Soquontial or basal textbook series 

b. Supplemental textbook series 

I c. Examples of materials used for individualized 

w instruction (re Glass Analysis^ DISTAR, etc.) 
(i . ■'■^ther major supplementary materials 

Summary: ^ , 

a. Basal Texts 

The most commonly used basal text series used in grades K-3j^ere: 

Churchill Region North Region Sheldon Region South Region - 

Ginn 360 Ginn 360 Ginn 360 Ginn 360 

Houghton Mi'fflin Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin 

Lippincott 
Ginn. Swirl 



The most commonly used basal text series used in grades 4-6 were: 

ChurchiJl Region Ngrth Region Sheldon Region South Region 

Ginn 360 - Ginn 360 ) Ginn 360 Ginn 360 

Houchton Mif An ^ Houghton Mifflin ^ Houghton Mifflin • Hogh ton Mifflin 

j Harper Row 

i Holt, Rinehart^ ..^ 
Winston 
Scott Foresman 

MacMillan . 

b. Supplemental Materials 

The most copnonly used supplemental materials in grades K-3 were: 

Churchill Region North Region Sheldon Region South Region . 

Ginn 360 Houghton Mifflin ' SRA. kit ^ Merrill 

Harper Row ' Reader's Digest MacMillan" " SRA kit 

Scott Foresma-n Barnell Loft Harper Row Houghton Mifflin 

Houghton Mifflin SRA kit , Ginn 360 

.Aliyn Bacon . • . , - . Lippincott 

] ^ Benziger 



The mosU commonly used supplemental mater^ials in grades 4-6 were: 

Churchill Region North Region sh^don Region South Region 

Holt/ Rinehart, Houghton Mifflin Holtl 'Kinehart, Ginn 360 



' Winston Wifiston 

360 



Houghton Mifflin Ginn 
Scott Foresman ' - > 
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^ Church i 1 1 Kinj ion 



>» qaiu /ctit iona I fjlann Cor qradoii 4~U wort;; 

South R(H|ion 



bac k - to - ba c>K r <j dd - 
ing^ with P. E. 

indiv Ldua I ize<! in- 
struction 

reading specialist 



rhf? most. «-omm<'in <>»<-| 

North Rcqioti ' .^^'y.^! 

ability or int<'r- sm«U 1 groups 



t pr(*st groups irui ividua I i zod in- 
individual ized in- structioh 
struct ion 



se 1 f -c:onta i ncd 
cl tissrooms 

small groups 

back -to -back read- 
ing with P-'E|k 

individualized in- 











struct ion 


b. Criteria 


for placing c;hildrerf in -groups 




The most 


common criteria use^i 


for'Rlacing children in 


groups in 


grades K- 


-3 


were: * 






Churchill Region 




North Region 


Sheldon Region 


South Region 


teacher judgment 




perfor^mance on 


teacher judgment 


teacher judgment 


diagnostic tests 




Gates -MacG in i tie 


testing 


IRI ' s 


IRI's 




teacher judgment^ 


diagnostic tests 


oral reading 










achievement 


The most 


common criteria for placing children in groups in 


grades 4- 


-6 


were: 






Churchill Region 




North Region • 


'Sheldon Region 


South Region 


teacher judgment 




ability 


IRI's 


diagnostic tests 


.diagnostic tests 




teacher judgment 


testing 


IRI ' s 


child interest 






teacher judgment 


teacher judgment 








pe TS f o rma nee on 


achievement 








Gates-Macginitie 




c. • DiagncSstic 


techniques 






The most 


common d^iagnostic techniques used in grades 




K-3 were: 










Churchill Region 




'North Region 


Sheldon Region 


South Region 



District sqope and 

sequence tests 
teacher-made tests 
IRI's 



District scope & District scope and 
sequence tests sequence tests 

teacher judgment . teacher judgment 
-diagnostic pre- Gates-MacGini>tie 
scriptive "in- 

ventor y 



Dignos tic-ftrescr ip- 
tive inventory 

District scope and 
sequence tests 

I RI ' s 

basal mastery tests 



The most common* diagnostic techniques used 
4-6 were: 



Churchill Region 



North Region 



ised^^^ grades 
Sheldon Region 



South Region 



District scope & 
sequence tests 
IRI's 

basal mastery tests 



District scope & District scope & 
sequence testsr sequence tests 
IRI's 

teaqrAer judgment 
diagViostic-prescrip- 

tjv^ inve^ntory 
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Diagnostic-prescrip^-5^ 

tive inventory 
District scope and 

sequence tests 
basal mastery tests 
group word analysis 



r. M.I t f»r 1 a i ur.od for I nd i vi dua I i r.rd Instruction 



'11h' nv^st (onunonly used materials tOr i tid i v idihi 1 i /.rd instrurtiDii 



Church i I I Hvq i on 



Di St .u 
SHA 'k i t 

(Uasj; , W(ird Ana 1 yr> i 
MtTrill . 



Noi t h Ri-q ion 



Shrldon Reyiort _ South Recjion 



Dist ar ^:ka Kit Distar 

(;la;;7; Wor(i Aiuilyjiis claj.^; Word An«Uysis (Mayei Word Analysis 



^Rf\ Kit 



^nstar SR 
n iacjnofit i Prr Mc^r i [>~ Me 



SRA Kit 
r r i 1 1 

Diagnos.tic Proscrip- 
ttive Program - 
Barnel 1 Ijoft 



Th<* m4)st commoi) I y -ust'ci m. it v^rial 
qrad'-s wore: 



for i nd i vidua I i zod i nst rue tion in 



rhiir c-h ill Rcq ion 

Glass Word Analysis 

Library books 

SRA kits 

Roade r ' s D i q c s t 

McGraw Hill 



Sholdon Roqion 



Sou th Region 



North Rcq ion 

1 I I/if t (Uass Word Analysis Glass Word Analysis 

Reader ' s Diqost Barnel 1 Loft Distar 

Glass Word Analysis McCall Crabb Barnel 1 Loft 

Diagnostic Prescrip- 
V vtive Prggram 

SUA Kits 



(^}uestion 



Organ i zat ion 



a. Please list the organizational^plans* used for reading 
instruction. - 

b. What are the laajor criteria used, to place children in 
. groups for instruction? 

c. Indicate the diagnostic techniques that are used. 
J . District scope^and s^>quence tests 

2. Probe sheets ' . - ^ 

3. Others 
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Summary : . y 

a . Organ i zat ional Plans 

The most common organ i zat ional plans f o-r grades Kf 3 were : 



Churchi 11 Region 

individual ized in- 
struction 

small groups 

bacl^-to-back read- 
ing with P.E. 

ability or interest 
groups 



North Region 



Sheldon Region 



South Region 



individual ized in- 
struction 

back- to -back read- 
ing with P.E. 



smal 1 groups 
individual ized in- 
struction 
back- to-back read- 



ability or interest ing with 
groups 



se 1 f -con ta ined 
classrooms 

small groups • 

back-t6-back read- 
ing with P.E. 

individualized in- 
struct ion 
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'.nir'Tt'ion \: Art'i ru i ion (wirhi n qrndr- I r-vr- 1 nnd nrro^^n qrado 
-J • li'V*:!.-;) Mow is \ \n^n\^,\^n{y^) ,u t i ( mi 1 a t.r» 1 for: 

.1 . • .Sk ills . . 

\r, >1atrrials ( r < m u < s ; ) 

i". Ar r itulividual rtu-ord tor in?; iis<Mi foi": 
I . sk ills 

. nia t r r 1 a 1 s f "ov» 'I ( M i ' ^ • 

Simunarv 

The <iu<'Stic)ii as.k iiiq for t.ho mothod!; usod iu t.h<« ar t icul at: ion of sk i I I r. 
and ni.it ft ia Is wa5; app^i rrn t*l y unrl<*r stood ditdoront, ly by rosfKjrKl i rv^i 

jTTTHoIs. U was very diftuult, if not impv)ssibl(\ t.o intrrpr(?t: the responses 
to this <|uest: ion' as a result. 'Du* t (»j,|\)nj;rs will made available to • 
r*»qioaal dir«Htors for t.luMr foj.dbark, in tho roqional rejx)rts. 



',Ui< 'St i on A 



a . What- i s t lie av(»ra<:jo t imc. ( i n hours per woc^k ) s{)orit on 

direct . i nst riu: t i on? 
•b. Wliat is tlu; avoracjr* t imo (in hours per wi»ek) spent on 

i ndi reC t i nst ruction ( f ree reading) ? 



Suirona r y 
' a . 



Mean 
Medi^an 
Mo do 



Time spent in direct in.s true t ion 

The time s])ont in dirfn?t instruction in grades K-3 is presented 
by m(.?an*v median*, and mode* for each region. . Time is given' in 
hours per week of instruction. 

Chu rch i II Reg io n North Region Sheldon Region South Region 



8 

11 



6*5- " 7 



74-8 
- 8 
7^-8 



54 - 6. 
44 - 5 



The time spent in direct instruction in grades- 4-6 is presented 
by mean*, median*, and mode* for each region. Time is given in/ 
hours of instruction per week. • ^ 



Mean 




Median 


- 


Mode 


- 



5 
5 
5 



Nort h Re gi on Sheldon RG<3^on South Region 

5?^ - 6 4% - 5 

- 5 - 5 

5 - 5 



b. Time spent in indirect instruction 

The time spent in indirect instruct;\.on in grades K-3 is presented 
by mean*, median*, and mode* for/e^ch region. Time is given in 





A '5 - S 

1^ - :> 



Ill-Id. (M Kojioii 



. . . . ,v 

• 2S - ) 



Mo a n 
Mod iai\ 
Modc^ 



Tho {.\mv ^;fM•^^ in wuiiicct instiiu tioii in tjTMiios 4-(> i? 
fUivsontiMl by rno4n*, mo(iian*, and modo* for oaoh reqion, 
Tim(^ is qivon in hovuJi of instruction por week. 



Ctiurchi 1 1 _Rf'q ion 
3S - 4 



No r t h Roqiori 

IS - 2 
IS -2 



Shtv ldon^ Region 

2S - :j ■ 

2S - 3 



South Region 
• 3S - 4 
2S - 3 
•1^-2 



*The mrvin rcprosonts tho avor.ujo numbt^r of hours of instruction whidh wore re- 
^X)rtxid. Tho modixin ropresents tho mi d-xjo in t within the entire range of re~ 
^x:)rted hours of instruction. Tho mode ropresonts tho most frequently reported 
number of hours ofefjinstructit^n 



Qu t.^ s t i 0 n b: ^Porsor i rib \ " ^ 

Please chock the major responsibilities each of the positions 
listed have for; the reading program. The format for responding 
to this question was a matrix li.sting eight types of positions 
and four areas of res[>onsibi 1 i ti es , The column and row headings 
were the same as shown in the 'summary. 



Summa ry 



POSITION 



MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES 





Overall 










Coordi na tion 


Deve lopjnen tal 


Remedial 


Enrichment 


Classroom teacher 


Churchill 


Churchill 


Churchill 


Churchill^ ^ 




North 


North 


North 


North 




Sheldon 


Sheldon 


Sheldon 


Sheldon ( IW^ 




South 


Sou th 


South 


South ^ 


Readi ng 


Churchill 


■Churchill 


Churchill 


Churchill 


Specialist 


North 


North 


North 


North 




Sheldon 


South 


Sheldon 


Sheldon 




South 




South 


South 


Aide 




Churchill 


Churchill 


North 




i 


North 
South - 


Nortlj 

Sheldon 

South 




rff^ncipal 


Churchill 








. North 
Sheldon 


> 






4 ■ 


South 


11 


J 





: i t lit !• - tit " Tut « 1 1 



ijthr r s { sue • h ■ .ir. 

courKj<' 1 on; , 1 i- 

brar i.ins , mod ia 

s pe c I 1 1 s t , ! J t u< i o r 1 1 

teachers) 



Sou Ml 



MAJOH KM.SPONS IIU I.rri MS 



i)<'ve lo|»ini»lit (I I 
(iuiroh 1 1 1 



c'hur ('h i 1 1 

North 

South 

('hu rch i 1 1 
Sou t h 



Church i 1 1 

North 

South 



(;hur eh i I ] 
North J 
SJieldoM 
South 

rhurcd^ i 1 1 
North • 
J)h(»l<lf>n 
South 

Churc-hi 1 1 
North 
Shel clou 
Sout h 

.S<nith' 



lair IchmtMit 
North 



Churt-hil 1 

North 

South 



North 
South 



Churchil 1 
North 
Sheldon 
South 



S,?ue5^tion f> : Vol\inteors (used iu readinq proliiram) 

;— ■ 

Iu qrades K~3 * ne percent of schools per region re- 
{x^rtinq the u ><■ of in-bui ldinq students was:\,' 

a. In-buildinq students — ^average number used per month 

b. Parent volunteers — average number used per month 
'^c . Other volunteers-»-^verage number used per month 



Summary 



EKLC 



\n-Abuilding student ■ ^ 

In grades^. K-3 4^he percent of schools per region reporting 
the use of in-buildin?g students was: 

Number of Volunteers Per Month 



12 

-6- 



\ 



Region 


0-5 


(>-10 


11-15 


16-20 


^1-2 5 


over 25 


Churchill 


38% 


,13% 


0 


38% 


13% 


0 


North 


14% 


14%' 


0 


' 14% 


0 


57% 


Shj^on 


0 


0 


17% 


33*^ 


- 0 


33% 


Soutji 


36% 


21% 


7% 


0 


7% 


14% ' 

















In grades 4-6 the ^percent of schools per region re- 
porting the use of In-buil-ding sti^^nts was: 



Region - 


0-5 . 


6-10 


-11-15 


Churchill 


0 


13% 


0 


North 


14% 


0 


0 


Sheldon 


0 


d 


"^50% 


South 


^ 21% 


29% 


7% 



Number of VgiunteWts.-J^ MblSfij 

•16-20 



P.O. 



. 21-25 



over 25, 
.13% 
43% 

^i\.l^-'l4% 




b. Parejit Volurteer: 





In grades 'K-3 
use of parent 


the percent*o.f schools per 
volunteers was : ^ 


region reporting 


the 












Number of Volunteers Per 


Month 






Riegion 




0-5 






6-10 


11-15 16-20 


'21-25 




over 25 


Churchill 


13% 






0 


38% ^ . 13% 


43% 




0 


North 




14% 






43% 


0 0 


6 

) 




43%' 


Sheldon 




0^ 






33% 


17% 17% 


0 




0 ^ 


South 




50% 






14% 


7% 0 


0 




7% 




In grades 4- 
portirig the 


-6 the percent of schools per 
use of parent volunteers was: 


region re- 
















Number of Volunteers P,er 


Month 






Region 




0-5 






6-10 


11-15 16-20 


21-25 




over 25 


Churchill 


38% 






.25% 




13% 




0 


North 




57% 






14% 


0 0 


0 




29% / 


Sheldon ^ 




33% 






33% 


0 0 


0 




0 


South 




57% - 






14% 




■ 0 




7% 


c. 


Other Volunteers ' 






■Of 






In grades K- 
porting the 


•3 the percent of schools per region re- 
use of other volunteers was^^^^^^ 
















Number of Volunteers Per 


MontS^V 






Regionr 




^0-5 






6-10 


11-15 16-20 


^21-z 




over 25 


Churchill 










13% 


^0 -38% 


13% 




0 


North 




57% 






14% 


14% -0 


0 




' 14% 


Sheldon . 




50% 






0 


^17% 0 


0 


4 


0 


South 




57% 






14% 


. 14% 7% 


0 ' 




7% 



In gracJps 4-6 the p^rbent of schools per region re- 
porting the usejDf^bftier volunteers was: 

Number of Volunteers Per Month 



Region . 


.0-5" * 


6-10 • 


11t15 


;^~2a • 


'2J.-25 ' 


»over 2/5 


Churchill 


3^% 


13% 


0 


, * 0 ■ ' 


. 0 




North 


. 29% 




0 


0 


0 ^ 


29% 


Sheldon 


33% 


. . 0 


0 


. 0 _ 


0 




South 


50% 


14% ^ 


14% 


0 


0 


7% ' 



Ques^tion 7 : . Evaluation 



\ 

:inq \y 



Please list the methods used (during the 1975-76 
schopl year) for evaluating the readings program. ' 

a . scope and sequence tests 

b. basal mastery tests 

c- standardized norm referenced tests 

d. teacher judgment • 

1. What criteria Were used for teacher judgment? 

e. Principal judgment 

1- . What criteria were, used for principal judgment? 

f . other ■ * • 



Summary 



In grades^K-3 the evaluation methods used were: 

■ * ■ . 



Evaluation '^Method 




Churchill 


No;i:th 


Sheldon 


South 


Scope and sequence 


tests 




100% 


83% 


69% 


Basal mastery test 


s 


38% 


88% . 


67% 


77% 


Standardized norm- 


referenced tests 


88%. 


100% 


^7% 


85% 


Teache:^ judgment* 




100^ 


' 100% 


83% 


100% 


Principal judgment 




* ...^88% 


75% 


50%' 


77% 


Other 




13% 


38% 


0 


31% 



v 



14 



-8- 



grac 



In grades' 4-6 the evaluation methods useffl were 
Evaluation Method . 



• Sc^e and sequence tesits 
Basal . mastery tests ' 
^Standardized norm-referenced tests 
m Teacher judgment* 
Principal judgment** 




Churchill 


■ North 


Sheldon 


South 


75% 


'3g% 


17% * 


. 69% 


50% 


50% 


67% 


77% 


100% 


63% 


83% 


85% 


88% 


_j75>--^'" 


. 83% 


^2% 


88% 


50%^ ' 


50% 


77% 


13% 


25% 


0 ' 


38% 
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The most , common criteria ""used^ere ' oral readings' teac^ier-made tests , and . 
comprehension and study skills . 

** The mos4: (Common criteria used were standa'rdized test results, clasgri^ooi^ 
observations f and teacher feedback . 

Question 8: Based on your evaluative data, diagnostic data, and the 
district's Goals and Objectives f^r reading, what are 
the major unmet needs for each level (K-3 and 4-6)? ^ - 

Question 9: What are your suggestions for meeting the identified needs? 
Summary ^ 

For purposes of summation the data provided by questions 8 and 9 are 
reported together. ^ 

The 'respon>pes to the question on unmet needs drew a wide variety of re- 
sponses, m^ny unique to the individual schocjj.. However, oyer the 
* district three' very general concerns emerged, a) A very broad and general 
need which was expressed in many different ways was tha^t insufficient ' 
time was available to teach f-eading . This was reflected in requests, for 
smaller class sizes, more teachers, more aides, more reading specialists 
and expanded volunteer ^ograms. b) The second general trend was the 
need for . materials which are more^ . ^ppropriate . This was reflectj gd I s^ — '"^^ 
requests for use of a consistent program ^ (basal or otherwise) , concern 
of materials not arriving by the beginning of the school year, and 
varying needs for special materials for special needs (supplemental, 
individualized, etc. ) . c) A third need seeit^d t£ be a lack of emphasis 
programs for the high achieving or gifted reader . A major solution 
. suggested was to provide more individualized programs along with re- 
lated requests for financial help . to .purchase teaching time and materials. 

Details on the unmet need oif each building are contained in the more - 
, extensive regional report . ' 
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J SCHOOL DISjTRICT 




EUGENE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



200 North Monroe Eugene, Oregon ^7402' 

DIVISION OF RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION 



December 1,-1976 




MEMORANDUM • . . 

TO: Superintendent 

FROM: Reading Evaluation C'ommitte[e ,/ 

RE: Phase 1 Report of the Reading Evaluation Committee ^ 

The purpose of this report is to inform^ou of the work donfe during Phase 
One of the reading evaluation and the work to be done in the remaining 
phases of evaluation of elementary reading programs. 

Chronology of events leading to present report 

On July 14, 1975, the'Superintendent aske8 the'Research, Development and 
Evaluation ttepartment ((?D&E) to report on ]Dlans for ±he assessment of 
the reading program.. The report was drafted by the Research Department 
on July 2a, 1975, shared with regional directors on August 4, 1975, and 
present€3^o the Superintendent on October 6, 1975. 

This report recommended that a compendium of reading programs used in 
schools be developed. It also recorrmended that each school file a de- 
tailed plan of the reading program with' the appropriate regional director 
and that each school staff review curriculum goals and objectives and 
determine if a discrepancy exists between what should be and what is being 
taught. . " 

The report was presented to the Board of Directors on October 6, 1975. 
Board members ^requested that three pieces of information be collected: 
(1) data on readinajnstruction, (2) unmet needs in reading, and (3) C..^ 
'suggestions for resolving these unmet needs. The Board also requested on / 
October 6, 1975, -that a comprehensive plan for cissessing reading be 
developed. This request for information resulted, in a report in February, 
published March 24, 1976, in final form, called Description of the 
Elementary Reading Program , District Summary . • * *' ^ 
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Page Two 

On April 14,, 1976, the Superintendent's staff discussed the report and" 
aareed that (1) Ihe priirtary^ focus of an evaluation should be on elemen- 
tary schools, and (2) that principals should be responsible for.^producing 
an accurate description of their school's readTjig program. 

On May 17, 1976,- the Bo^rd received thebrel imina,ry Reading' Evaluation 
■ Plan. Oji June 28, 1976, RD&E held a wor^k session with the Board to in- 
form it of evaluation. techniques, reading pr^jgn^-ams and the phases of the. 
proposed evaluation of the distric.t;s' readJirtg'programs.. 

On July 21 , 1976, the Sup^rintVdeht informed , the staff that the Reading 
"Evaluation Team from RD&E-- the evaluation specialist, the planning 
specialist, the research design s>eU^st, ''^T. "^nnlH 
tant the assistant superintendent fo^RQ&E and a data. collector-would 
serve as staff to the Reading Evaluation Committee, .^e comnittee would 
represent reading teachers, the district reading specialists, the Univer- 
sity parents, and prirftlpals. On August 30, 1976, the- committee was - 
appointeS Sy the Superintehd«.t. On September 10, 1976 the Superintend- 
ent informed district staff tftati^"The Board has. directed that a dompre- 
hensive study and evaluation of. the district's reading programs Je 
undertaken.". The.first meeting of the Reading Evaluation Comnittee was 
on September 15, 1976. 
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■ Composition of Reading Evaluation Committee and Reading Evaluation Team 

The Reading Evaluation Committee consists of seven people: Mike Brott, 
Chairperson,, principal at Willagil lespie Elementary School;- Terry 
Bullock, College of Education faculty at the University of Oregon; 
Marqaret Nichols, director of Educational Services; Lila Padgett, reading 
specialist at McCornack Elementary Schoof; Martha Robert, an elementary 
teacher at Santa Clara Elementary School; Marge Sm.v1?h, parent; and Barb 
West, member the school board. Leslie Hendrickson of RD&E is arv 
ex-officio member of the committee. This committee is an advisory commit 
tee to. the Reading Evaluation Team 'and the committee reports to the 
Superintendent. -"^ 

The Reading Evaluation Team consists of four people: Larry Barber, 
Assistant Superintendent. for Research, Development and Evaluation; Susan 
Franklin, pi anning special ist ; Lesl ie Hendrickson, evaluatiogj^specialist 
and Charles Stephens, research specialist. * 



The "four RD&E team members have been assigned regions. E&Ch person will 
be responsible for the conduct of the evaluation in his/her region an<l is 
expected to be familiar with the reading programs^bf the region The 
assignments are: Larry Barber for the North Region; Susan Fj^a^kl in .and a 
data collector for the Sodth Region; Leslie Hendrickson for the Churchill 
Region; and 'Charles Stephens for the Shelcj^n Region. ., 
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Any parent, student or staff person who wishes to ask^uestions or mafke 
statements ^aboutV^he reading evalfttion should contact the appropriate 
RD&E staff person or the Reading Evaluation Committee members. RD&Ef 
staff winlbe .happy to meet with school staff oW pa r^t advisory councils 
to explain the evaluation. - x 



Purpose of the evaluation^ 



On October 19, 1976, the Reading Evaluation Committee decf^/that t$h^ 
vpurpose of the evaluation was threefold, and RD&E was j^quested to de- 
termine: \(1) Are the district elementary reading programs effective 
^iccording tp the district's Reading Scope and Sequence? (2) What makes 
effective pteqrams effective?* (3) If programs are not effective, what 
are those things that could- be done to make them effective? 

Phases of the evaluation 7 • 

The Reading Evaluation Team has designed a four-phase evaluation. 



1. The first phase is a period during which existing descriptive, informa- 
tion on reading programs is identified and the .pr^t^nary evaluation is ^ 
done. This phase is almost completed. "^^^ ./ 

NFour sources of descriptive information exist. The first is the results 
of a questionnaire submitted by principal s' during the 1975^6 school ye&r. 
. A summary>of questionnaire responses was presented to the Board on March 
24, 1976, and a more detailed description of the>questionnaire results is 
attached to this report as Appendix A. Second, the district's Reading ^ 
Scope and Sequence describes minimum e;tf)ectations tH%it students of dif- 
ferent grades should be able to accomplish. Third, RD&E has testing data 
on reading comprehension and vocabulary . Fourth, the Profile of Schools 
cor^tains usefuTS^ackground data on community schools and student charac- 
^ teristics. ^ 

Pre/iXinary evaluation planning , is complete. ^^Thwe major tasks were com- 
p^leited as part of this planning. First, a survey of 65 large school 
districts in elev^ westerrb^ates and eleven state^ departments of educa- 
tion were contacted. .^^^^^^ ^"^^ school distr^ict which had carried out 
an evaluation similar w^f ?|;^;anned evaluation and a copy of it was 
obtained. . I; : - } ^. - ^ 

ir \ \ ■ 

' Second; a review of 1 iterature published since 1960 was made to find 
articles or books reporting on actual reading evaluations carried out by 
local school districts. A hand search of the 5,300 tij:les in the 1960-68 
Education Index listed 82 references relevant to the evaluation of 
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reading programs. An ERfC comp^utei; search of published literature since 
1968 listed' 49 references to reading programs. All published references 
were read. No articles or books describing actual evaluations were found* 

Third, the Committee considered approximately 100 possibleHopics tl^at ^ 
could be studied during a reading evaluation. Thirty-four topics were 
chosen and planning was begun on studying two of^ those topics in Phase Two. 

Based on recommendations from principals, the Residing Evaluation Team has 
• (iecided that data will also be reported on the Eastside', Magnet Arts, artd^ 
Traditional Alternative School programs. The Patterson, Evergreen, and 
Corridor school programs will not be studied Separately. . ^ 

2.. Phase Two is a period jn which resources used^on reading/iJrogr'ams wilV . 
be identified and measured. Five separate studies will be -carried out as ; 
part of Phase Two. 

First, a study shall be made to identify the amounts for those budget ' 
accounts that are used by a school to support l;he school's reading, prdgram. 
Second, gll elementary principal s shall be mailed a questionnaire asking 
them how much money they receive for instructional support, how the money 
> is allocated and how jJiM£b of the money spent can be traced to support of 
the reading program. • • • 

.Third, all elementary teachers shall be sent a .questionnaire asking what 
' kind of materials i:hey use to teacjx. reading, approximately how much'^J)f 
^ each kind do they use, and how ..effective is this material , in their opinion. 

Fourth, a random sample of element^iry classroolns /or three to four periods 

to measure the amount of time .students sp?nd studying reading. Fifth, 
' district administrators will be ffsked to identify existing school board 

or administrative policy which states wh^f pribrity the district's reading ^ 

program should have. ^ > " 

Phase Two will -last two and one-half months and should be completed by 
January 31,1977. » 

*3. Phase Three is a j?^r od in wh'ich school staff will be asked about severe 
reading problems; the school's organizjition of reading, staff .agreements, 
about the school' reading program, the school's testing program, the 
school's record- keepnjs system and the use. of a sequence of skill . develop- 
ment. This phase wilf.>ast apnv^oximately two months and should be com- 
pleted by March -31 , 1977 4 
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4. Phase Four is a period in which the effectiveness of reading programs 
wilTbe studieb. It will, include four tasks. First, student scores .on • 
tests of comprehension, Vocabulary, oral apd silent reading, word analysis 
and %tudy skills will be studied. Second, bther consequences of the , 
program's operation will be studiiedf Third, ao estimation shall be made ^ 
as to what kind of reading programs appear to work and why. FoM-rth, 
recomnendations will be presentaJ to help improve the district's reading 
programs. ^. / . 

A separate report shall be prfepared descriiing the results of each phase, 
and be presented to the Board when the alKise is finished. 





A final repoft showing data fiiih' eafTTschool and ^e three alternative 
school programs wjlT be reported on in thd^fall x)f 1977. 



LHijd 




